
The Manuscripts Collected by P. M. Stroev 

Copied below is my two-part study of the manuscripts collected by Pavel Mikhailovich 

Stroev in the first half of the 19th century, largely during the years when he was engaged 

as the head of the Archaeographic Expedition of the Academy of Sciences.  That 

enterprise, which he had initiated, was intended to inventory, preserve and, where 

possible collect the manuscript legacy of early Russia which was scattered in various 

archives, libraries and monasteries, often in a state of neglect and threatened with loss.  

As he worked in most of the major collections of his day, Stroev took advantage of the 

inattention of the keepers to enrich his own library by removing pieces of manuscripts, 

and he also obtained entire manuscript books, in some cases through purchase.  Scholars 

who have used the important document publication abbreviated AAE (Akty, sobrannye 

Arkheograficheskoi ekspeditsiei) that appeared in four volumes as the first fruits of 

Stroev’s work have sometimes failed to appreciate that many of the texts it contains are 

ones copied from manuscripts in Stroev’s own collection.  As he acquired manuscripts, 

he would rearrange texts into thematic volumes for binding. This then might mean that 

any effort to contextualize a given work with respect to its manuscript “convoy” might be 

fruitless, if one could not be sure what that original convoy of accompanying texts was. 

 My interest in the Stroev manuscripts developed in connection with my 

dissertation project on Muscovite turcica, where my texts often were ones known in 

copies in the Stroev collection.  My mentor, Edward Keenan had underscored for me the 

importance of paying attention to what Stroev had done; my work that resulted in the 

appendix of manuscript descriptions for Keenan’s book on the Kurbskii-Groznyi 

Correspondence reinforced this interest, since Stroev’s collection also contained some of 

the relevant texts and pointed in the direction of where some copies may have been made 

in Muscovite times. As my articles here indicate, there are some published analyses of 

individual Stroev miscellanies (sborniki) that took cognizance of his role in assembling 

the texts in them. So the questions I was asking were not exactly new. 

 Nearing the end of my second year in Leningrad (1968-69, 1971-72), I had 

accumulated enough material on the Stoev collection so that it seemed worthwhile 

pulling together the data for a deeper analysis of his methods and their results than had to 
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date been done.  I proposed to Academician Dmitrii Sergeevich Likhachev that I might 

present the results in a paper for his Sector of Old Russian Literature in the Academy of 

Sciences Institute of Russian Literature (Pushkinskii dom), whose meetings I had been 

able to attend fairly regularly and at which I had previously presented on part of my 

dissertation work. I knew that this was a topic of some interest for Dmitrii Sergeevich, 

who had been pushing for better and more scholarly descriptions of the still very 

unevenly described early Russian manuscript collections. He arranged for my 

presentation to be hosted by the Manuscript Division of the Saltykov-Shchedrin Public 

Library (GPB, now RNB), where the collection was housed and where it would be 

possible to do “show-and-tell” with the actual manuscripts. Stroev had sold his 

manuscripts to the historian M. P. Pogodin before the latter’s collection was then 

acquired by the Public Library.

One of Likhachev’s pet peeves was the glacial pace with which a project to 

describe the important Pogodin Collection (more than 2000 manuscripts) in GPB had 

been proceeding after many years. During my stay in Leningrad, a Bulgarian scholar, 

Klimentina Ivanova had come for a year to describe the South Slavic manuscripts that 

were an important part of the Pogodin collection, only to discover that so little had been 

done she needed much more time at the task than had been expected.  In fact, none of the 

projected volumes of descriptions of the collection had then been completed.1

Aware of some of this history, I plunged into preparation of my paper with 

enthusiasm and no great amount of tact. (I might add that some of my letters back to Ned 

Keenan from that period of my youthful excess often contained somewhat cynical 

remarks I would be embarrassed to repeat now — I owe some distinguished senior 

1 Apart from Klimentina Ivanova’s description of the South Slavic manuscripts (B”lgarski, sr”bski i 
moldo’valakhiiski kirilski r”kopisi v sborkata na M. P. Pogodin [Sofiia: Izd-vo na B”lgarskata akademiia 
na naukite, 1981]), we have to date Rukopisnye knigi Sobraniia M. P. Pogodina. Katalog. Vyp. 1-4 
(Leningrad/St. Petersburg, 1988-2010), covering up through MS No. 873. Among previous, partial 
descriptions, the most valuable is A. F. Bychkov, Opisanie tserkovno-slavianskikh i russkikh rukopisnykh 
sbornikov Imperatorskoi publichnoi biblioteki, ch. 1 (St. Petersburg: Tip. Imp. akademii nauk, 1882). Of 
the 91 manuscripts described by Bychkov, only 3 so far have also been covered in the new catalogue; a 
good many are ones formerly in Stroev’s library.  His descriptions are very thorough for contents, but short 
on some of the codicological information we would expect today.  Unfortunately a sequel to this Part 1 
never appeared. Since a great many of the Stroev manuscripts have higher Pogodin numbers (in the 1400-
1600s range), it probably will be a good many years before we see the new descriptions for much of the 
material on which I wrote.  
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colleagues apologies.)  Fortunately, I showed a draft of it to Margarita Vladimirovna 

Kukushkina, then head of the Manuscript Division in the Library of the Academy of 

Sciences, who raked me over the coals for my tactlessness — “You cannot say that!”  

The more so that it was coming on the heels of a presentation in the previous year there 

by another American, Joan Afferica, which demonstrated how careful codicological 

analysis could enable scholars to determine which manuscripts in Catherine II’s 

Hermitage collection had belonged to the noted 18th-century historian and moralist 

Mikhail M. Shcherbatov.2 Understandably, if visiting Americans were perceived as 

showing Russian experts how to do their jobs, some might take offense. Indeed, at one 

point I later learned that one of the senior specialists in the GPB manuscript division, the 

crusty Nikolai Nikolaevich Rozov, muttered about me that I must be a spy, because I had 

managed to decipher some bits of a substitute, invented alphabet (tainopis’) in one of the 

Pogodin Collection manuscripts.3

 The meeting on 30 May 1972 was held in the round room in the corner of the 

Carlo Rossi-designed building of GPB which faces out on the intersection of Nevskii 

prospekt with Sadovaia ulitsa.  I felt some awe in entering this inner sanctum where the 

manuscript treasures of the library were housed, since in the normal order of business, 

one submitted request slips at the desk in the reading room and the manuscripts 

eventually arrived in the hands of one of the staff. Access to the khranilishche was 

restricted. Crossing through the first room of the khranilishche, one walked past the 

shelves containing, among others, the riches of the Stroev/Pogodin collection.  I would be 

hard put to describe the venue in detail, but remember distinctly noticing the various 

2  A portion of her study was published as “K voprosu ob opredelenii russkikh rukopisei M. M. 
Shcherbatova v Ermitazhnom sobranii Publichnoi biblioteki im. M. E. Saltykova-Shchedrina,” TODRL
XXXV (1980): 376-93; a more complete version of the study appeared as “Considerations on the 
Formation of the Hermitage Collection of Russian Manuscripts,” Forschungen zur osteuropäischen 
Geschichte 24 (1978): 237-336. 
3 See my description of MS Pogodin No. 1311 in Appendix I to Edward L. Keenan, The Kurbskii-Groxnyi 
Apocrypha (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1971): 122. My informant about Rozov’s remarks 
was his colleague B. A. Gradova. Years later, after I had made somewhat by chance a discovery of a lost 
Russian manuscript in Tashkent and then demonstrated how it shed important light on the early 18th-
century history of Khlynov/Viatka (now Kirov), a Kirov newpaper chided local historians because an 
American had been the first to make the discovery (“Amerika izuchaet istoriiu Viatki,” Nash variant, 1996, 
No. 48, p. 1).  Of course there is no way they would likely have been able to do so given the absence of 
proper finding aids and the difficulties that a komandirovka to Central Asia would have presented even had 
they been able to learn of the book. On that book, see my Istoriia odnoi knigi: Viatka i ‘ne-sovremennost’’ 
v russkoi kul’ture Petrovskogo vremeni (S.-Peterburg: Dmitrii Bulanin, 2003). 
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portraits of famous Russian writers which adorned the upper walls. Among them, I think, 

was Feofan Prokopovych. A large bust of Lenin occupied place of honor on a pedestal 

near the seminar table where Stroev’s manuscripts would be laid out for the talk.  Years 

later (2005 or 2006) on a brief visit to what was now (again) St. Petersburg, I had 

arranged a meeting with Bronislava Aleksandrova Gradova, by then retired from her 

employment in the manuscript division where she had been one of those decades earlier 

who had been most helpful in my work.  She took me back to the round room for a quiet 

chat and asked me to look around:  “Do you see anything different?” Indeed, Tsar 

Alexander I, in whose reign the library had been built, was back in his proper place on 

the pedestal.  As Gradova explained, come perestroika she had located Alexander’s bust, 

which in Soviet times had been exiled to the Academy of Arts on the Neva, and had 

engineered his return.  Did the Academy get Lenin in exchange? 

 The presentation in 1972 went well, and Dmitrii Sergeevich offered to publish it 

in the Trudy Otdela drevnerusskoi literatury, the articles reproduced below. By the time I 

had worked up a fully annotated written text, it was long enough to be divided into two 

parts. I have little memory of the editorial process but for one instance in which I 

discovered that even a topic as seemingly innocent as a discussion of Old Russian 

manuscript collections might have political overtones and thus be censored.  Part of my 

goal was to contextualize Stroev’s thievery, since, as it turns out, there are many 

examples in various countries and periods of how book and manuscript collections have 

been despoiled by those who may have felt they had a moral right to take material in 

order to “preserve” it (or, in some cases, who had pecuniary interests, not scholarly ones).

I cited the example of Archimandrite Porfirii Uspenskii and V. I. Grigorevich, who had 

visited the Orthodox monasteries on Mt. Athos in the 19th century and had removed 

without permission a good many manuscripts now in Russian collections.  The monks on 

Athos were then reported as having developed a suspicion of all visiting Russians.  My 

editors in Pushkinskii dom felt compelled to replace the “Russians” of my source with a 

generic “visiting scholars” (see below, from TODRL XXX, p. 190). 

 Within a week of my presentation in GPB, on June 5 in Moscow,  the 1972 

Tikhomirov Readings (named for the eminent Soviet medievalist M. N. Tikhomirov) 

were held. The theme for the symposium was “Methodology of the Description of 
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Ancient Manuscripts.” Dmitrii Sergeevich delivered a forthright critique of the lack of 

progress in describing the Russian collections, but was kind enough to hold up as a 

positive example my work on the Stroev collection.4 Even if little noticed by scholars 

outside of Russia who do not work with manuscripts, my articles have had a surprisingly 

long life, as evidenced by their frequent citation in Russian work. One can hope this 

means the methodological prescriptions in them have had some impact. However, we are 

still waiting for a fuller analysis of all of Stroev’s library, my work only having scratched 

the surface and, very likely, in need of some correction. 

Shoreline, WA. 

May 26, 2013 

4  See D. S. Likhachev, “Zadachi sostavleniia metodik opisaniia slaviano-russkikh rukopisei,” 
Arkheograficheskii ezhegodnik za 1972 g. (Moskva: “Nauka,” 1974), esp. pp. 235-6.  In the discussion 
following the presentations, I said a few words about the importance of filigranology (“Preniia po 
dokladam,” loc. cit., pp. 256-7). Likhachev included a version of his remarks as well in the second edition 
of his classic textbook on textual criticism:  D. S. Likhachev, Tekstologiia na materiale russkoi literatury 
X-XVII vekov, izd. 2-e (Leningrad: “Nauka,” 1983), p. 113 














































































































